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P.0l grade of service means that %, or one out of every one
hundred calls would be blocked durirg the average busy hour. The
witness asserts that BellSouth gprovides that grade of service
except in instances of unanticipated traffic changes. He states
that BellSouth reviews internal rlocking reports weekly.

BellSouth provided traffic s-udies for trunks carrying ALEC
traffic in the Southeast LATA, wnich is where TCG operates. The
traffic study results demonstrat=d ~hat TCG has experienced some

significant blockage problems. The results alsc show that
BellSouth has added a substantial rumrber of trunks between its
tandem and TCG's switches durina tre study period provided. In

reference to the traffic studies, Bell3outh suggested that TCG
has not provided it with sufficient “advance knowledge” of
increases in its traffic, and that "nis could be attributed to be
a cause of the blocking that hes »-curred between BellSouth and
TCG's network.

Witness Stacy states that :*t =akes between thirty days and
four months to add additional trunks once the need is recognized,
depending on whether spare capac:ity is available or if additicnal
equipment has to be purchased. ‘1 response to a specific example
of two trunk augmentations at e week intervals, the witness
acknowledged that trunks could be added in five days if capacity

is available. TCG witness Hoffmrara asserts, however, that the
BellSouth account team with whizh he worked had quoted
provisioning intervals of 45 business days for initial turn up of
new trunks, and five to ten days "¢ augment existing ones.

In response to TCG's positicn ~hat blockage occurs not only
in the trunks between BellSouth's =-andem and TCG's switch, but
also between BellScuth's own end :ffice and its tandem, witness
Stacy asserted that the trunk grcups from its end offices to the

tandem carry IXC and independent .27 traffic as well. Therefore,
if TCG were experiencing blocking st that point in the network,
witness Stacy argued that all =k~ >ther carriers would also
experience blocking.

Witness Stacy acknowledges -hat the data provided did not

prove or disprove TCG’'s contentions with respect to blockage of
TCG calls in BellSouth's own network, but states that the data
was responsive tc the questions zsked. He stated that the ARMIS
report that is provided by Bellf~ 1t to the FCC would demonstrate
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the blockage on the trunk groups fhat go to the access tandem.
He also stated that BellSouth has not furnished any specific data
to TCG about blockages on BellSouth's side cof the network, but
neither TCG nor any other ALEC had asked for that data. Witness
Hoffmann asserts that TCG has requested that information on
several occasions, but that BellS»uth has not provided it.

The particular ARMIS data provided at hearing shows that,
for the period of time studied, blocking on BellSocuth's side of

the access tandem was not a widespread problem. The ARMIS data
provided does show, however, that, as recently as August there
was substantial blocking of traffic carried to five ALECs, of

which TCG was one. The ARMIS data requires that BellSouth report
on blockage rates in excess of a certain percent over a given
period of time. The blocking rates which were reported ranged
from .0345% to .2424%. This s well 1in excess of the design
standard of .005% for trunks going to an access tandem. This
data does not identify whether or not ALEC traffic is overflowed
to alternate or final trunks at peak periods. BellSouth did not
initially produce the ARMIS data or any other data with 1its
filing in this case to show thar it 1is providing comparable
trunking capacity and routing *fnr LLEC traffic relative to =hat
which it provides itself.

TCG’s interconnection agreement does not contain specific
provisions for diversity or alternate routing, as do some other
agreements. BellScuth did nct provide information to refute
TCG's claim that RellSouth dces not reroute its traffic if
blocking occurs in the BellSouth network. BellSouth does reroute
its own traffic <o the local tander. We also note that although
other intervenor witnesses, such as MCI witness Gulino, indicates
that they do not have any currert croblems with blockage, based
on the data in the traffic studies. TCG carries a larger amount
of traffic in the Southeast L[ATA <han the other carriers for
which data was reported.

TCG witness Hoffman also nctes that BellSouth is required by
its agreement to establish matching interconnection trunking
facilities. Section IV.H. of T7¢'s acreement states:

The parties agree to estabiish trunk groups
from the interconnect.ng facilities ... such
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that each party provides a reciprccal of each
trunk group established by the other party.
Notwithstanding the foregc:ng, each party may

construct its network, including the
interconnecting faci._.ti=2s, to achieve
optimum cost effectiveress and network
efficiency.

Witness Hoffman states that Bel.South has repeatedly refused
to provide end office connecticns, an architecture that the
witness asserts is an industry standard for both local and toll

traffic routing. According to witress Hoffmann, implementation
of end office connections wou.dl 4lleviate <congestion at the
BellSouth tandems. Section IV 5 =of the TCG Interconnection

agreement states in part:

TCG shall establish a point of
interconnection at each and every BellSouth
access tandem within ~he local calling area
TCG desires to serve for interconnection to
those end offices tha- subtend the access
tandem. Alternativelvw, TZG may elect  to
interccnnect directly 3t ~he end cffices for
interconnection tc end users served by that
TCG end office. Bel South will connect at
each T2G end office :r trandem 1inside that
local calling area.

The witness states that ir =ook BellSouth three months to
provide blocking data to TCG »>nce the Dblocking problem was
discovered. Witness Hoffman asserts ~hat TCG has raised the
issue at 1ts meetings with Bell3outh. BellSouth witness Stacy
responds that TCG has the responsikb:lity to ensure that BellSouth
has adequate trunk capacity for -“ratfic going from its network to
TCG.

4. Local Tandem Interconnection

MCI witnesses Gulino and Martinez asserts that although the
point of interface for the exchange of local and EAS traffic
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between independent telephone c¢ompanies and BellSouth 1is the
local tandem, BellSouth has refused to allow interconnection at
local tandems. While Witness Martinez indicates that MCI had
received a memo from BellScuth tc MCI stating that BellSouth
would allow local tandem interconnectlion, MCI argues in its brietf
that, at hearing, BellSouth reversed 1itself when BellSouth
witness Scheye stated that .ocal tandem interconnection was not
currently allowed and that if ALETs wanted it they would have to
go through the BFR process.

MCI witness Martinez testifies that BellSouth’s local
traffic remains o>n the local netwcrk and does not utilize the
access tandem. Hence, local traffic won by an ALEC is removed
from the local network and local ftandem, and placed on the IXC
toll network via the access tandem. Witness Martinez argues that
this has the overall effect of enhancing the BellSouth local
service while degrading the IXC =>»i[ network.

BellSouth witness Scheye Jdisagrees with MCI's assertions
regarding the access tandem, saying that separate trunks are used
for access and local traffic. Witness 3tacy did, however,
testify that the same trunk group “carries all of the traffic
destined for every IXC in that LATA, all of the independent
companies that are served by in-erLATA, intralATA services ali
together with the ALEC’s traffic.”

BellSouth asserts that while it reroutes 1its traffic to
local tandems, this arrangement “"is not much of an advantage” to
ALECs. While local tandem interconnection has traditionally been
used by BellSouth and independenr LECs for exchange of local
traffic, witness Scheye states fhat local tandem interconnection
is not provided for in 1its agreement with MCI. Witness Scheye
asserts that if MCI wants foca ~andem interconnection, it may
request 1t via the BFR process.

We note that Witness Scheye also states that local tandem
interconnection was not offered in the SGAT. BellSouth witness
Milner states, however, that the SGAT does include local tandem
interconnection.

BellSouth witness Milner 48serts that local tandem
interconnection 1s technically feasible. He adds, however, that
it might not be possible "techri-ally to measure that traffic



ORDER NO. PSC-97-1459-FOF-TL
DOCKET NO. 960786-TL

PAGE 55

sufficiently to determine the ©proper Jjurisdiction."” He
acknowledges that he was referring to the Percent Local Usage
(PLU) factor. The PLU factor arc 7s significance are addressed
below.

5. Two Way Trunking and Percent Local Usage Factor

AT&T witness Hamman asserts that under the terms of AT&T's
Interconnection Agreement, AT&T shculd be able to place local,

intralATA, and interLATA calls over two-way trunks. Witness
Hamman stated that it is technica.ly feasible, and that BellSouth
has agreed to do 1it. The witness complains, however, that the

one thing left o work out is the Percent Local Usage (PLU)
factor that would permit billing =it appropriate charges for the

various types of traffic. Witness Hamman states that BellSouth
has delayed agreement on the PLU factors through “its improper
insistence that the . . . BFR process is the only vehicle for the

parties to address this issue.” Aitness Hamman asserts that AT&T
believes that since two-way multi-jurisdictional trunking 1is
contemplated in their agreement, 3el_.South should not require the
BER process, which concerns ST Ams requested outside the
agreement.

BellSouth witness Scheye states that the PLU factor has yet
to be developed for ALECs 1tilizing trunks with multi-
jurisdictional traffic. The witness further states that
development of the PLU factor has heen the major source of delay
in implementing two-way trunking.

Witness Scheye also argues +that the majority of carriers
believe that one-way trunks are nost only adequate, but would also

be the most efficient. He stanzed that AT&T's interconnection
agreement 1included provisions <£for one-way trunks. We note,
however, that the agreement als: specifically includes language
and drawings showing how two-wa' "runking carrying all traffic

would be developed.
6. Confirmation of SS7 Signaling Transfer Point Code Activation
At the hearing we cons:dered evidence that SS7 code

activation 1is required for proper exchange of traffic between
BellSouth and ALECs. TCG witness Hoffmann testifies that it is
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necessary for BellSouth to confirm ~hat S37 Point Codes have been
correctly loaded in order toc fac:litate the exchange of 557
messages. Witness Hoffman further testifies that such
confirmation is required by its agreement. The wilitness asserts,
however, that BellSouth does not »nraovide this confirmation.

In response to TCG's assertiocn, BellSouth witness Milner
stated that to his knowledge TCG never requested confirmation of

SS7 point codes. TCG witness Hoffmann however, refers <o

several letters to BellSocuth wh.och requested confirmation, and
which he states had gone unarswerea. Witness Hoffmann also
states at deposition that he nad recently received verbal
assurance from BellSouth that it 13 reviewing the issue. TCG's
Interconnection Agreement, Sect . or. IV.G, states that STP/SS7
connectivity is required at eacr. interconnection point. It does
not specify any notification corai-ions, but does require that
interconnecting facilities sha.! ~—onform to industry standards
pursuant to BellCore Standard Vo, TR-NWT-00499 and BellSouth

Guidelines to Technical Publicat.>n, TR-TSV-000905.
7. Provision of Carrier Identification Codes (CIC)

TCG witness Hoffmann stares that IXC CIC codes must be
loaded into TCG’s switch to properly recognize the IXCs providing
service to TCG's customers through BellSocuth access tandems.
Witness Hoffman stated that TCG needs to have this information to
properly route traffic to those IX7s. TCG argues 1in 1its brief
that BellSouth provides CICs tec .fs newly certificated IXC. TCG
presented evidence that 1ts interconnection agreement with
respect to meet point bi.ling =also requires that BellSouth
provide the carrier billing name, <-he carrier billing address,
and the CIC. TCG presented =vidence that BellSouth has not
complied, despite several requests “rcom TCG.

According to TCG witness =cffman, BellSouth only provides a

carrier's Access Customer Name Abpreviation (ACNA). TCG must
then cross reference the ACNA 1r th= Local Exchange Routing Guide
(LERG) to obtain the proper CIc. TCG witness Hoffmann states
that 1n several 1instances, ~ne  ACNA has not matched <=he

associated carrier name provide: bv BellSouth.

At the hearing, BellScuth witness Stacy testified that TCG
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1s correct that BellSouth only provides ACNA. Witness Stacy
argues that the ACNA is more accurate, and that BellSouth uses
the ACNA itself. He further states that any errors may be the
result of the IXCs themselves ncot furnishing the information, or
it could be possible that some IXCs may consider their CIC
proprietary. He stated, however, that he was not certain of
this, and he had not had time tc :nvestigate.

8. Provision of Meet Point Billing Data

At the hearing, TCG witness Hoffman asserted that, according
to TCG's agreement, BellSocuth is required to provide meet point
billing data to TCG on a daily basis to the extent daily IXC
usage has occurred. TCG witness Hoffman states that such data is
required for TCG to properly bi.. IXCs for services provided by
TCG. The witness asserts that BellSouth has yet to provide any
such records since the beginning »f its agreement with BellSouth.

Thus, the witness states, TCG nas peen unable to bill IXCs for
any calls terminated to TCG’'s end office since July 1996.
Witness Hoffman further asserts rnhat TCG has asked BellSouth
about this on several occasions beginning in April 1997, and
according to witness Hoffmann, 3e._South has promised to Look
into 1t. Witness Hoffman asserts rthat other BOCs provide this
data to TCG.

Witness Scheye testifies that meet point billing is required

in most of BellSouth's interconnsction agreements. He alsc
states that BellSouth can provide 1t to ALECs and that it
currently does provide it to independent LECs. Witness Scheye

did not, however, explain why mee- point billing data 1s not
being provided to TCG.

9. Conclusion

The evidence demonstrates that some ALECs are 1in fact
providing service to their <customers over interconnection
facilities. Nevertheless, the evidence also indicates that
BellSouth still has a number of problems tc resolve in the area
of interconnection before it may be found to be 1in compliance
with Section 271 (c) (2) (B) (1i). T'he evidence presented regarding
the ALECs' problems in this area indicates that BellSouth has yet
to develop the ability to provide all facets of interconnection
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as required in the Act, in a time.v and efficient manner.
Collocation

Based on the evidence presented, we find that the primary
problem with physical collocatisr 1= that no requests have been
implemented. The intervenors pr=sented evidence that BellSouth
has been unsuccessful in meeting =he required timeframes in its
agreements. To date, only one physical collocation arrangement
has been completed, and the evidence demonstrates that, at this
time, BellSouth is not providing physical collocation to ALECs in
a manner that is at parity with -—he manner in which i1t provides
physical collocation to itself ~r i-s affiliates. BellSouth has

not demonstrated why it cannot meet the timeframes set by this
Commission or those set forth :n .*s arbitrated agreements with
MCI and AT&T, as required by Ordsr Na. PSC-96¢-1579-FOF-TP.

Another problem arises wit: respect to virtual collocation.
By definition, virtual collocat.on zZequires that only BellSouth
personnel have access to the ALEC's collocation space. Thus,

only BellSouth <¢an actually rerform the functions at the
collocation that are necessary - =stablish and provide service
to an ALEC's customers. MCTI witness Gulino testified that a
collocation arrangement is one =2 "he most important ways, from
an engineering perspective, tnar an ALEC can compete with
BellSouth. From the testimory, however, it appears that
BellSouth has indicated that i w.ii only negotiate with ALECs
pursuant to 1ts Bona Fide Request BFR) process in an attempt tc
establish so-ca.led "glue" c¢rarges, which are charges for
combining UNEs at virtual collocati-ns. BellSouth witness Scheye

stated that BellScuth will not =2mmit to providing the combining
activity. The ALECs presented exnib it evidence, that because the

vast majority of today's collcr-a™:on arrangements are virtual,
ALECs are faced with a situvati-r .= which =they must either pay
the "glue" charge or wailt unti. Be_lSouth completes ALEC orders
for physical collocation arrangements. At hearing, BellSouth
witness Scheye offered another i te-native, which was simply not
to use collocaticn arrangements We do not believe that the
witness’s suggestion 1is an acceptsble solution to the problem
under the Act since collocatiorr i: regulired for interconnection
and access to UNEs. We note that -~he glue charge itself is =he

subject of much dispute because the Act requires that
interconnecticn and UNE rates 3= based on cost. See Section
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252 (dy (1) . MCI argues in its brief that the glue charge is In
direct violation cof its agreement w~ith BellSouth.

Regardless of whether the oricing 1ssues are eventually
resolved, BellSouth’s inabili=zy to establish physical
collocations in a timely manner 1s still a problem which has a
direct affect on the ALECs’ abi._ty to compete meaningfully in
the marketplace. We note that wuntil all physical collocation
requests have been successfully i1mpiemented, we cannot determine
that BellSouth has fulfilled the requirements of the Act.
Accordingly, we find that BellSouth s not in compliance with the
collocation requirements at this “ive.

There are also problems asscciated with collocation in the
SGAT. First, there are no prcv.sioning intervals in the SGAT
even though they were part of the arbitration agreements. While
BellSouth witness Milner providec supporting material to the SGAT
as part of his testimony that contained a provision that states
that collocation should be prcovided in  three months, that
language 1s not contained in the SGAT itself, nor 1s It 1in the

Collocation Handbocok. The purpose c¢f the SGAT, according =to
BellSouth’s witness, 1is to provice in opportunity for a carrier
to take service without having tc¢ go through negotiation. We

believe it is likely that any ALEC:s that seek to take service
under the SGAT would want to know the provisioning period for a
collocation arrangement ordered “rom the SGAT. We also note that
by Order ©No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-T1", we required that physical
collocation requests be completed - three months. In addition,
the MCI/BellSouth Interconnecr Lon agreement requires that
BellSouth must provide collocati>r within 90 days of the firm
order.

Ancther problem with the SGAT is that the current
collocation prices are interim under the terms of Order No. PSC-
956-1579-FOF-TP. Witness Scheye s3tated, however, that RellSouth
does not plan tec alter the pr-ces in the SGAT after permanent
rates are set unless ordered to de so by this Commission. The
interim collocation rates apprcoved by us 1in Order No. PSC-%96-
1679-FOF-TP were those contained in the Collocation Handbock
included in the record in that aroitration proceeding. Rates for
the SGAT were included in a pr:ic-2 .ist shown as Attachment A to
the SGAT, and included as an atrfachment to witness Scheye's
testimony. The ~ollocation rates are different, and in most
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cases higher than, those we approved in Order No. PSC-96-1579-

FOF-TP. In response to cross =xamination by AT&T at hearing,
witness Scheye stated that the reason for the change in rates was
"additional cost work"™ that had been done. BellSouth did not

present any evidence supporting rtose costs in this case.

BellSouth has filed cost data in the BellScuth arbitration

cases to develop permanent rates. BellSouth witness Scheye
testified that BellSouth did not base the proposed rates in the
SGAT o¢on those cost studies. Thus, the collocation rates

BellSouth now propcses to use in the SGAT are based on cost
studies other than those submitted :n support of permanent rates
in its arbitraticn proceeding. Because the cost data for the
proposed SGAT rates was not approved by, or even presented to,
this Commission as appropriate piursuiant to Section 252(d) (2) we
do not believe that the rates me=~ “ne requirements of the Act.

In addition, we note that MCI witness Gulino identified some
potential collocation problems w:th respect to power supply and
escort reqgquirements. These prob.ems were not further discussed
at the hearing, and we do not oelleve that they constitute a
problem with regard to the SGAT itsaif. If, however, any or ail
cf these problems arise once actual experience 1s gained with
physical collocation, and if the, ~annot be resolved, we should
be made aware of them.

Network Blockage and End Office Trunking

Regarding the complaints abocut blockages on the network,
although TCG does have the responsibility to inform BellSouth via
forecasts and regular communicaticn, BellSouth must assume the
responsibility for trunk capacity reguirements on its network.
The evidence in the record indicat=ss that both parties need to
improve communications with respect %o potential fluctuations in

traffic. The evidence also :ndirates that BellSouth has not
complied with the parity requ:rement in the Act regarding end
office trunking. In order to¢ comply with this provision, we

believe that BellSouth must procv.de ALECs with more frequent and
better data on their traffic over EellSouth’s network. BellSouth
must be able tc demonstrate that any blockages experienced by
ALECs are not excessive 1ir omparison to the  Dblockages
experienced by Bel lSouth. Fina . 1. BellSouth and the ALECs must
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work together to improve communicarions between each other. In
addition, BellSouth must provids data sufficient to show that
plockage levels are comparab.= onetween BellSouth and ALEC
traffic.

Local Tandem Interconnecticn

Upon consideration of the ev-dence, we find that BellSouth's
reluctance to provide local tandem interconnection does rot
comply with the Act's requirement +that interconnection shall be
provided at any technically feas:ble point. We note that we have
previously ordered BellSouth tc¢ provide tandem interconnection,

without qualification as to which tandem. See Order No. PSC-96-
1579-FOF-TP. We believe that BellScoutnh has the responsibility to
provide local tandem interconnection 1f it is requested. To the

extent the only limitation is tre development of the PLU facror,
local tandem interconnection stcu.d pe provided and nc BFR
process should be required.

Two Way Trunking and Percent Local Usage Factor

Upon consideration of the evidence, we find that BellSouth
1s not in compliance with the requirements of the Act regarding

requests for two way trunkirg. As stated above, we believe that
BellSouth should allow the use ©! a surrogate PLU, and not allow
data collection to delay implementztion of ALEC agreements. We

note that BellSouth’s interconnecticn agreement with TCG provides
for the use of a surrogate PL. until sufficient data has been
collected to calculate one. In acddition, we find it noteworthy
that TCG witness Hoffmann stated -hat BellScuth had provided TCG
with a PLU for use in calculating end usage, and that TCG was not
experiencing problems with the “I1U.

Confirmation of SS7 Signalirg Transfer Point Code Activation

Since the BellSouth/TCG ajreement does not specifically
require confirmation of SS7 Poirt ~ode activation, we find that

BellSouth has not violated 1its agreement on this point. We
believe, however, that BellSou-n nas the responsibility to work
with TCG and other ALECs -~ ensure *that interconnection
procedures are working properl;,. Even 1f confirmation of S$SS7

point code activation 1s not specifically required in TCG's
agreement, BellSouth should nevertheless respond to ALEC written
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inquiries in a timely fashion.

Provision of Carrier Identification Codes (CIC)

There is no evidence in the record tc show whether CIC data
or ACNA is more reliable. However, where BellScouth has agreed to
provide CIC data in its interconn=c~icn agreements with ALECs, it
should do so.

Provision of Meet Point Billing Data

Upon consideration of the evidence presented, we believe
that the provision of meet poirt billing data is a significant
problem that BellSouth must remedy. If BellSouth is asked to
provide meet point billing data <r =-hat requirement is contained
within an interconnection agreement, BellScouth must provide that

information. The evidence demcrstrates that BellSouth has not
done so. Thus, BellSouth is =t n compliance with the Act’s
requirements.

10. Additional Concerns with the SGAT

We believe that there is c¢ontflicting language within the
SGAT regarding multi-jurisdictional trunks. One provision states
that carriers may not combine local and toll on a two-way trunk.
Another provision states that mixing traffic is allowed using
PLU factors. This confusion shou.d be remedied, and the S5GAT
should clearly state that PLU *fact rs can be used to facilitate
the use of two-way trunks.

We also believe that the definition of Local Traffic 1is

problematic. The SGAT contains a statement that no company shall
represent Exchange Access Tra-fi: as Local Interconnection
Traffic. MCI witness Martinez states that 1f we approve this
part of the definition of ioca. traffic, we must require
BellSouth to provide ALECs a complets listing of the BellSouth
NPA-NXXs that make up each loca. s=rvice area, and in a usable
format. This pcint 1is logical, ar: we 1instruct BellSouth to do

SO.
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Upon consideration of the evidence presented regarding this
issue, we find that BellSouth has not met the requirements of

Section 271 (c) (Z)(B)(i). We alsc find that the provisions in
BellSouth’s SGAT regarding interconnection do not satisfy thne
requirements of Sections of 251(n " and 252(d) (1).

B. Nondiscriminatory Access to Network Elements in

Accordance with Sections 251 (c) (3) and 252(d4) (1),
Pursuant to 271 (c) (2) (B) (ii)

1. Description of Requirements and Functions

We generally agree with <-he FZC’s interpretation of the
requirements of 3ection 271 reratec to this issue; but we have
not adopted the FCC’s TELRIC cost methodology as the cost basis
for setting rates. The 8th T:roiilt Court vacated the FCC’'s
pricing rules stating “that the Act directly and
straightforwardly assigns tc the states the authority to set the
prices regarding the local compet:rion provisions of the Act in

subsections 252 (a) (2) and 252(ad ” Cur review of the record in
this proceeding, therefore, 1s »as=d on the requirements of =the
Act and the FCC’s rules, except 72r —hose rules that were vacated

by the 8th Circuit Court. B5ee Iowa Util. Bd. V. FCC, Nos. 96-
3321, et al., 1997 WL 403401, at 4+ 3th Cir,. July 18, 1997.

Upon review of the Act and +"he applicable FCC’s rules, we
find that BellSouth has a duty +o provide, to any requesting
carrier, nondiscriminatory access "o UNEs on rates, terms, and
conditions that are Jjust, reascnable, and nondiscriminatory.
This access includes access to 3el.South’s 0SS functions. For
those UNEs and 0SS functicns ~1a- have not been requested by
carriers, BellSouth must demonstra~e that 1t currently has the
capability to provide such UNEs -r~ D535 functions 1f requested.

In Order No. PSC-96-3579-FCF-TP, 1issued on December 31,
1996, in Dockets Nos. 960833-TP and 960846-TP, we determined that
the following items are techn:ra.ly feasible for BellSouth to

provide on an unbundled basis: *~e Network Interface Device,
Unbundled Loops, Loop Distritnt:.n, Local Switching, Operator
Systems,Multiplexing/Digita’ Cross~Connect/Channelization,
Dedicated Transport, Common Transococrt, DA Transport, Tandem

Switching, AIN Capabilities, . grz:ling Link Transport, Signal
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Transfer Points, and Physizal Zollocation and Virtual
Collocation.

Although not shown in the .ist of UNEs above, the Act, the
FCC’s rules and orders, and our arbkitration order, all require
BellSouth to provide nondiscrimiratosry access to its operaticns
support system functions. Although collocation is one method of
providing access to UNEs, 1t is a_.so a method for interconnecting
facilities and, therefore, is discussed in Section VI.A. above.

The FCC has determined that operations support systems
generally include those systems anc databases required for pre-
ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and
billing. The FCC defines each C52 ‘unction as follows:

Pre-ordering and ordering. ‘Pre-ordering and ordering”
includes the exchange of information between
telecommunications carriers about current or proposed
customer products and services or unbundled network
elements or some combinaticn "re

rect.
Provisioning. “Provisioning” .nvolves the exchange of
information between telecommurications carriers where

one executes a request for a set of products and
services or unbundled network elements or combination
thereof from the other wirr attendant acknowledgments
and status reports.

Maintenance and repair. “"Maintenance and repair”
involves the exchange of information between
telecommunications carriers where one initiates a
request for maintenance or repair of existing products
and services or unbundled network elements or
combination thereof from the other with attendant
acknowledgments and status revcrts.

Billing. “Billing” invo.ves the provision  of
appropriate usage data Lty one telecommunications
carrier to another to facil.rate customer billing with
attendant acknowledgments and status reports. It also
involves the exchange ol information between
telecommunications carriers: "o process claims and
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adjustments. (47 C.F.R. §51.5

The FCC also determined that 1f <ompeting carriers are unable to
perform these functions:

...for network elements and resale services in
substantially the same <—ime and manner that an
incumbent LEC can for itself, competing carriers will
be severely disadvantaged, if not precluded altogether,

from fairly competing. Thus providing
nondiscrimiratory access =-2> these functions, which
would include access to the :nformation such systems
contain, is wvital to reaving opportunities for

meaningful competition.

OCne way that BellSouth can demonstrate that its competing
carriers are receiving nondiscriminatory access to the five OSS
functions defined above 1is through the interfaces it provides.
In this proceeding, BellSouth has offered pre-ordering through
the Local Exchange Navigation Zystem (LENS) interface; ordering
and provisioning through the Electronic Data Interchange (EDI),
Exchange Access Control and Tracking System (EXACT), and LENS
interfaces; maintenance and trouki= reporting through the ALEC

Trouble Analysis Facilitation Interface (TAFI) as well as the
Electronic Bonding Interface (EBI ~r TIM1); and billing through
the access to the Billing Daily Usage File. In addition,

carriers have the option of sensina crders via facsimile.

Pre-Ordering: LENS

The Local Exchange Navigaticn 3ystem (LENS) is the interface
developed by BellSouth to allcw ALECs to perform both pre-

ordering and ordering functions. A.though LENS provides ordering
capability, BellSouth states trat LENS is to be used primarily
for pre-ordering functions. LENS3 —an be accessed by : (1) dial-

up:; (2) LAN-to-LAN connection; ard :3) the Internet. Pre-ordering
functions generally take place «hile a customer 1is on-line
negotiating a service order. The parties agree that pre-ordering
information generally refers tc accessing information that allows
a customer service representative <o validate a street address,
and access telephone number i-formaticn, products and services
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information, due date informaticn, and customer service record
information. LENS provides access to each of these types of
information. According to BellSouth, LENS has been avallable for
ALEC use since Aprii, 1997.

Ordering: EDI, EXACT and LENS

BellSouth offers two interfaces primarily for ordering. As
stated earlier, LENS is also capable of providing the ordering
function; however, BellSouth recommends that ordering take place
through the EDI interface. Bel . South offers the Electronic Data
Interchange (EDI interface for ordering rescld services and
network elements. This interfare .s sancticoned by the Ordering
and Billing Forum (OBF) for leccal service crdering. There are
three methods of sending EDI orders: [l) dial-up; (2) value-added
network; and (3) Connect direct, whizh delivers orders in a batch
mode. In addition, a personal —computer based version of EDI,
known as EDI PC s available. Bell3nuth claims the EDI interface
is currently able to provide electronic ordering for 34 resale

services and some UNEs. EDT canr te used to order “simple” UNEs
such as loops, ports, and interin rumper portability. BellSouth
states that it has been using E2. “or about 30 years, and ALECs
have had access since December., 1996. The Exchange Access

Control and Tracking (EXACT! sv=ter has been available for 12
years.

The EXACT interface is O be used for ordering
interconnection services and some network elements. The EXACT
system has been 1in use by interexchange carriers for ordering
access service requests, such as “ommon and Dedicated Transport.

In addition to offering +the pre-ordering function, LENS
provides ordering capability. Altrnough LENS offers integrated
ordering capability, BellSouth recommends EDI for ordering, since
the primary purpose of LENS is t> provide pre-ordering functions.

We note that BellSouth does nrnot use LENS for 1its retail
operations. Instead, BellSourr w.ses a system known as the
Regional Negotiation System (RNY) for most types of residence
orders, and a system known as [:rect Order Entry (DOE) for

business and complex orders, enl -“2r the residence orders not
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supported by RNS.

Maintenance and Repair: TAFI and EBI

BellSouth offers the Trouble Aralysis Facilitation Interface
(TAFI) for reporting problems with both residence and business
basic services. BellSouth states that any repair attendant can
handle a trouble report on any BellSouth provided basic exchange

service. TAFI is designed to interact with BellSouth systems to
analyze a problem and recommend -~1e appropriate action to correct
the problem. TAFI 1is capab.e ~»f correcting a problem by
implementing a translation change 1in a switch. For other
services, BellScuth offers its Electronic Bonding Interface
(EBI). ERI handles trouble repcrts for designed or special
services, which are services identified with a c¢ircuit number,
instead o0of a telephone number EBI 1is currently used by
interexchange carriers for repcrting problems with access
services. TAFI has been avai.ab.= for ALEC use since March,

1997, and EBI, since December, . 39°%

Billing: Billing Daily Usage Ffile

BellSouth provides billing 2ata “o ALECs through the Billing
Daily Usage File. The file provides billable call detail records
in an industry-standard format, known as the Exchange Message
Record (EMR) format. The Ei.ling Daily Usage File 1is an
electronic interface which prcv.des billable usage information
assoclated with 1items such as directory assistance, interim
number portability, and UNEs, such as unbundled ports. Specific
types of data include: intralAT2 toll, billable local calls and
feature activations, operator services, and WATS/800 services.
The billing daily usage fi.e has heen available to ALECs since
March of 1996.

2. Status of Provisioning of Service

BellSouth appears to be providing several, Dbut not all,
requested unbundled network elements to competing carriers. In
addition, 1t appears that the ALECs are experiencing problems
with the billing of UNEs, and with the interfaces used to access
BellSouth’s operations support svstams.
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BellSouth contends that it 13 providing UNEs to facilities-
based providers. For those UNEs that have not been requested,
BellSouth states that it wil. generally offer UNEs in the SGAT.
According to BellSouth, the network elements that are being
provided to facilities-based preoviders in Florida include 7,612
interconnection trunks, 7 switch pecrts, and 1,085 loops. In
addition, witness Varner testified that there are 77 physical
collocation arrangements in progress, 34 virtual collocation
arrangements completed and 24 more In progress. BellSouth also
asserts that 1t has 277 ALEC rtrunks terminating to BellSouth
Directory assistance, 911 and intercept and operator services, 11
verification and inward trunks, and 31 <trunks for facilities
based ALECs to access BellSnmarl  operatcr call processing
services.

BellSouth alsc provided a breakdown of the network elements
and network functions requested bty ALECs serving Florida. While
this information 1is proprietary. varicus competitor witnesses
verified the accuracy of the information relative +to their
company during the hearing. We rnote, however, that the amounts
listed for the UNEs in the confidential exhibit are not equal to

those provided by BellSouth witnesses Varner or Milner. The
confidential numbers are iower +©tnan those presented in the
prefiled testimory of the BellScut~ witnesses.

As stated above, the LENS o»rdering interface has only
recently become available for ALEC use. The EDI ordering
interface has been available “or ALECs for approximately one
year. The EXACT interface has hbeer in use for some time by IXCs,

but not by ALECs.

ICI witness Chase testified that BellScuth has recently made
EDI available for placing orders electronically, but that ICI is

still wusing manual processes it of necessity. Witness Chase
stated further, that despite FEe.._South’s claim that EDI was
available to ALECs in December 1296, ICI was not informed by
BellSouth that EDI was avaliabis until late April 1997,

Therefore, although it s ! ICI's interest to utilize
BellSouth’s 0SS as soon as practizal, the transition from manual
ordering to electronic orderina 1= a new process that will take

time.
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3. Discussion of Alleged Problems

The intervenors argue there are several problems associated
with UNEs and O0SS. The problems are outlined below.

a. UNEs

Problem 1: Rates for UNEs 4o not Comply with the Act

AT&T and MCI witness Wood argue that the interim rates we
set in the arbitration procceeding dc¢ not meet the §252(d) (1) cost
standard in the Act. In suppcr® % thelr argument, they state
that we did not determine that ~he interim rates are cost-based.
Witness Wood states further that compliance with §252{(d) (1) “is
not created by the expectation =-hat the Commission will determine

cost-based rates for UNEs in the future. Witness Wood also
asserts that interim rates are ~ot “rates” upon which companies
can rely for «capital Dbudgeting purposes, since the rates

represent costs to the company anc are subject to change. Witness
Wood states that interim rates Zdc serve a useful purpose, which
1s to allow ALECs “to begin t=st:ng their market assumptions,
training their employees, and testing the reasonableness and
effectiveness of the processes esvablished for interconnecting
with BellSouth.” According t: w:tness Wood, however, interim
rates remain a barrier to ertry “hza® must be removed in order for
local competition tc develop.

During cross examination, Bel.South witness Varner was asked
i1f BellSouth filed any cost studies in this docket to support the

prices in the SGAT. Witness Varner 3stated that no cost studies
were filed, because the rates fcor the SGAT came directly from
arbitration proceedings. BellSouth witness Scheye also stated

that the vast majority of the prices in the SGAT were taken from
arbitration proceedings. Although w~itness Scheye did not comment
on the price for each and every UNE, he did state that the rates
contained in the SGAT are eilther vermanent arbitrated rates,
interim rates from arbitratior pr-ceedings, or rates that were
determined in other states.

In addition to the interim rates claimed not to be 1in
compliance with the Act, Witness Wood argues that the permanent
rates set by this Commissior dc 10 meet the cost standard in the
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Act. Witness Wood states that cost differences occur 1in some
UNEs based on the geographic area being studied. Witness Wood
believes that the cost of locp facilities are geographically
sensitive, since the loop length and line density are the primary

drivers of the cost of these elements. Therefore, in order for
the rates to Dbe truly cost based, they must reflect any
geographic cost differences. Wi-ness Wood points out that
geographic deaveraging of wholesale rates should not be confused
with geographically deaveraged retall rates. According to
Witness Wood, it is “possikle and appropriate” to  have
geographically deaveraged wholesale rates, while maintaining
statewide average retail rates for end users. Witness Wood
concludes by stating that “!:]ost based rates, established
pursuant to section 252(a) (1., ran and must reflect this

demonstrated cost variability.”

According to AT&T and MCI w:rZness Wood, compliance with
Section 252(d) (1) not only requires geographically deaveraged
rates, but rates that are derived from costs that are based on an

appropriate cost methodology. Witness Wood contends that the
cost studies submitted by BellScuth in the arbitration proceeding
were based on BellSouth’s definition of TELRIC. Witness Wood

states that BellSouth’s TELRIC <os* methodology calculates costs
based on its embedded network, which 1is consistent with this
Commission’s definition of TSLRIC. The costs that result from
methodologies based on an embecded network, however, are mnuch
higher than a methodology utilizing the “scorched node” apprcach.
The scorched node approach cnly recngnizes the existing locations
of a LEC’s existing wire centers. Witness Wood argues that the
result of wusing a cost methodcl>gy that s not based on the
scorched node apprcach, are costs that reflect inefficiencies
inherent in an embedded network.

BellSouth witness Varner argues that deaveraging 1is not a
requirement of the Act, nor (s rate deaveraging required to

determine checklist compliance. Witness Varner states that
“BellScuth agrees that costs may vary by geographic area and that
there are different levels of .niversal service support 1in

different rates, but this is nct the arena to address the issue.”
Witness Varner rebuts AT&T and MC. witness Wood’'s position that
the rates set by this Commiss:cn in the arbitration proceeding
are not cost based. Witness Varner states that the Act does not
specify a particular cost methr-ds.>gy, and points cut that the
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8th Circuit Court’s ruling granted *he jurisdiction to determine
the appropriate cost methodol.»3y exclusively to the state
commissions.

We have set many permanen- rates in the AT&T and MCI
arbitration proceeding, consis=tent, we believe, with the

requirements of the Act. Several UNEs were assigned interim
rates pending receipt and review of cost studies provided by
BellSouth. We will review these ~cst studies and set permanent

rates for those UNEs that curren-ly have interim rates. The
following UNEs either have inter.m rates that we set in the

BellSouth arbitration proceeding, ~r have no rate at all: 1) the
Network Interface Device; 2) Losop Distribution; 3) 4-wire analiog
port; 4)AIN Capabilities (nc ra-e': 57 Physical collocaticn; and

6) Virtual collocation.

Our review of the SGAT revea.s that there are several UNEs
for which we did not set rates in an arbitration proceeding.
These elements are sub-lcop elements and consist of loop

distribution, loop cross cornect, and loop concentration. Since
cost studies were not submitted with® the SGAT for these elemen:s,
we do not know what the cost bas.s is for Zhe rates. Further,

there is no cost evidence 1in the racord for us to conclude that
the rates for these sub-loop e.ewerts would be reasonable, even
as interim rates.

The FCC stated in the Ameritech Order that 1t cannot
conclude that the checklist has oveen met 1f the prices for

interconnection and UNEs do not permit efficient entry. The FCC
went on to say that “allowing & 307 into the in-region interLATA
market in one of 1its states wher ~hat BOC 1s charging non-

competitive prices for interconnection or UNEs 1in that state
could give that BOC an unfair ad7artage in the provision of long

distance or bundled services.” In addition, the FCC concluded in
the pricing section of the Ameri-e~h Order that “a BOC cannot be
deemed in compliance with secr . ons 271(c) (2)(B) (i), (ii), and
(xii1i} of the competitive checxliz unless the BOC demonstrates
that ©prices for interconnecrior required by section 251,
unbundled network elements, and “ransport and termination are
based on forward-looking costs.” 1 order to determine checklist
compliance, the FCC stated thar .- s important for 1t to know

whether the prices are “based - completaed cost studies, as
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opposed to interim prices adopted vending the completion of such
studies.”

Upon consideration, we do not believe that interim rates can
be used to support the SGAT or to demonstrate checklist

compliance in general. We note, however, that we will be setting
permanent rates for the UNEs for which BellSouth has interim
rates 1in the near future. We culd not reject BellSouth's

application for interLATA authority simply because there are a
limited number of interim ratess that will be replaced by
permanent rates in the near futur=. The SGAT and interconnection
agreements can be revised once nermanent rates are established
for those UNEs.

Problem 2: BellSouth has not provided requested loops.

ICI witness Strow states that [CI has not received requested
unbundled digital loops for data services from BellSouth.
According to ICI, it requested unbundled lcops from BellSouth on
July 11, 1996. BellSouth respornded by letter on September, 10,
1996, stating that it could provide the requested loops. As of

the date of this proceeding, however, some fourteen months later,
BellSouth has not provided the requested loops to ICI. We
address this more fully in Sect:cn 7I.D. of this Order.
Problem 3: BellSouth has not demonstrated that 1t can
provide mecnanically generated billing
statements “or 1l. UNEs.

On cross examination Bell3>u-h witness Scheye stated that
BellSouth currently cannot render bills electronically for the

usage charges related to a loop and port combination. BellSouth
witness Milner stated that unbundled local switching includes a
monthly port charge and a per minute usage charge. BellScuth

witness Scheye reaffirmed =that BellSouth was unable to
electronically provide billing f5r unbundled switching usage
charges when questioned about such charges missing from the
billing statemerts for AT&T's 1INT rest orders.

During cross examination, BellSouth witness Scheye
identified the elements and charges listed on the AT&T bills.
Witness Scheye verified that the billing statement listed two
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loop/port combinations for a tota. «<f $34, which is $17 each. The
AT&T/BellSouth arbitrated agresmen-, however, lists the _oop
element alone as $17. In addi-icn, this is the rate listed in
the draft SGAT for an unbundled .-wire loop. The bill listed a
charge for a "“USOC 1IMR - Description of residential message rate
line.” BellSouth witness Scheye stated that this appeared to be
the port charge and not a rate for a message rate service. In
addition to the errors just describasd, several items were listed
on the bill, even though <he (%ems are not UNEs. Pirst, a

“listing not 1in directory” charge was added to the bill.

BellSouth witness Scheye agreed that this charge is not in the
SGAT or any BellSouth interconnectisn agreement. Second, there is
a “South Miami manhole charge” _.sted on the bill. Witness
Scheye could not explain the purpcse of the manhole charge.

Finally, the bill contained numercus charges for direct dialed
long distance calls that Belifoutn was assessing AT&T, even
though AT&T was listed on the czil: as the presubscribed carrier
for both intralATA and interLAT» +:.. calls.

Also, neither the May nor “une pilling statement reviewed Dby
witness Scheye during his degos.tion, or the June billing
statement reviewed under cross =xamination at the hearing,
included any recurring or non-zecurring charges for local
switching, local <transport, tarnder switching, call completion or

directory assistance databases, -r signaling system databases.
Witness Hamman stated that the ATYT concept test consisted of
four orders of the UNE platform. 4s explained below in problem

5, the platform contains al. of these elements.

In the BellScuth arbitraticr proceeding, the Commission
directed BellSouth to provide Tarrier Access Billing System
(CABS) formatted bkills for both UNEs and resale. The Commission
also stated that BellScuth mav provide Customer Record
Information System (CRIS) generated bills in the interim. CABS
is the industry standard system :sed by ILECs to provide bills
for 1IXCs. The Commissior order=d BellSocuth to provide CABS
formatted billing within 129 days -7 the issuance of the order in

the arbitration proceeding. £ee irder No. PSC-96-1579-FOF-TP,
issued on December 31, 1396, ir Dockets Nos. 960833-TP and
960846-TP. According to AT&T witn=ss Bradbury, BellSouth agreed
to provide AT&T, no later <than August 3rd, 1997, with bills

generated by CABS or in a CAE® *“- - mat for all interconnec-ion,
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UNEs, and resocld services. Witness Bradbury also stated that
BellSouth notified AT&T that CABS rormatted bills would not be
available for all network elements until much later, and that
bills for certain services would re provided in CRIS/Customer
Large User Bill (CLUB) formats, and TABS for other services.

It is not clear whether BellSouth can mechanically generate
CABRS formatted bills at this time, since BellSouth provided AT&T
with CLUB billing statements for t—he AT&T concept test. Although

the dratt SGAT provides CABS formatted billing for
interconnection services, the draft SGAT does not state how
carriers will be billed for UNEs. We conclude, therefore, that

BellSouth must provide mechaniza!ly generated Dbills 1in the
national standard CABS format.

Problem 4: BellSouth has not provided detailed access
usage detail for billing purposes.

In addition to local switthing usage, the local switch has
the capability of recording access usage. BellSouth witness
Scheye affirmed, under cross =xamination, that BellSouth 1is
capable and willing to provide tne level of detail necessary for
an ALEC to bill IXC carriers for access usage. We note that
access usage refers to originating and terminating minutes of use
for long distance calls that *traverse the local switch.
BellSouth acknowledges that wher an ALEC purchases the loop and
port, the ALEC becomes the access provider. AT&T witness Hamman
testified, however, that BellZouth has not provided billing

detail for access usage to regues-ing ALECs. We note that this
may be due to BellSouth’s positi~n that providing the billing
detail is not included in the rate for unbundled switching. We

believe the parties should attempt to resoclve this issue, and it
they are unsuccessful they may brirg the dispute to us.

Problem 5: Intervenor’s argument and BellSouth’s
positicn on ~cmbinations of UNEs
The intervenors contend -hat BellSouth’s position c¢©n
combinations of UNEs 1s contrary -0 the requirements of the Act,
the FCC’'s rules, and this Tommission’s arbitration order.

Although there are different possible combinations of elemerts,
the minimum arrangement necessar, to provide basic exchange
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service consists of the loop and switch capacity. The complete
combination of elements that would permit an ALEC to offer a full
range of telecommunications services to end users is known as the

“platform.” The platform consists of the network interface
device (NID), loop distribution, loop feeder, loop
concentrator/multiplexer, local switching , operator systems,

common and/or dedicated transport, signaling and call related
databases, and tandem switching.

BellSouth witness Scheye states that the platform is not a
capability that has been defined by the FCC, nor has it been
endorsed by any state Commission within the nine state BellSouth
region. BellSouth’s position is that combinations of UNEs will
be priced at resale. As part of a test trial, AT&T placed four
orders with BellSouth, for 1local service to be provided by
combining UNEs. During cross examination, BellSouth witness
Scheye verified several UNEs listed on the billing statement for
the trial service. Witness Scheye stated that if this was a real
service, i.e., not a trial, then this service would have been
billed at the retail price minus the avoided cost discount. There
is evidence in the record that BellSouth has refused to provide
combinations of network elements at UNE rates. When MCI ordered
an unbundled loop and port combination from BellScuth in Florida,
the bill for these elements did not reflect UNE rates, but
treated the order as resale. Also, according to ICI witness
Strow, ICI requested several types of loops. BellSouth, however,
did not actually provide the loops. Instead, BellSouth provided
tariff services that are priced at UNE rates. According to
Witness Strow, ICI has to purchase services out of the BellSouth
retail tariff, and the billing statements contain credits to
reflect that the tariffed item is being priced as a UNE. Witness
Strow stated that ICI has no control or management capabilities
with the UNEs. We note that one purpose for using UNEs, as
opposed to purchasing a service for resale, 1is that UNEs provide
the flexibility to offer service different from that provided by
the ILEC.

Also, BellSouth takes the position that when an ALEC orders
multiple UNEs to provision service to an end user who is
migrating from BellSouth to the ALEC, BellSouth will break apart
the network elements that are currently used and will assess a
“glue” charge for recombining the elements. We note that this



